


62-1 09090-Not Recorded, A.t Eosen to Mr. Deloach, 6/6/66 (See 6/1/66, aw e description.) 
' ( 

ihis one begins with f&o pages headed "SYROPSlo . "It concludes recommending that my 
letter (the date of which-'is never given) not be answered. 



Sine copies and m en closurssare indicated. No enclosures are attached or identified. 

Ine distribution o^.og^y 8 copies is typed at the right top. Routing to Hoover’s secretary, 
Gandy, is checked. M-gge plus one not indicated for Hoover = nine. 

The initiatial are SMS. One of the eight is Mr, Raupach. I presume he supervised the 
"research" or had it given to him for this response, it may be the missing attachments. 

If this was provided under PA I am confident the attachments ttere not. I do not 
recall any relevant to this kind of pretended response to charges that were quite 
specific in the Post story as in ! the book. 

FBI pretended detachment from all of this is cute. "(l),,„The Commission's report 
concludes three shots were fired/' The FBI had concluded otherwise - ever? 

"(2 j He states that in testimony evidence was not introduced as to the speetrographic 
analysis of a bullet and fragments. This is absolutely incorrect," followed by a reference 
to i: razier*s testimony, x 'razier not identified by name. 

What is "absolutely false" is that I said any such thing. I said the reports were 
not in the Commission s evidence., T$e FBI had yet to prodcue them after litigation. 

In misrepresenting wh|t I really did say about the failure to test 399 for human 
residues Rosen gives what could slake a sensational story: "This (what I did not day, that is) 
is inaccurate since our laboratory expert testified the bullet was clean when he received 
it and there was no blood or tissue present." This goes much fiarthur than Frazier did. % 
said only not as would interfere with his own tests, which did not include human residues, 
(Amplified top p. 4.) 

If'there was no blood or tissue present" then did the FBI not knoi\ T that 399 was a 

fake, a plant? It has to have been used to Inflict wounds during the crime, from the 

official account swen wounds in both men. And no trace of blood or tissue anywhere, nit 
even in the spiral cuts left in firing? 

■% 2; Whitewash is "a vitriolic and diabolical criticism" of the WC, the FBI, SS, 
police agencies and other branches of government. 

It says I "distorted the truth regarding the investigation of the assassination and 

has set forth his own theories and deductions of what should, have been done, ...His 

book is full // of errors and Inconsistencies," The only illustration is that I said the 
President was shot from front and back. My source on the front was Malcolm r erry f who 
did dtate it. I did not theorize J ^ T one of the errors is given as any other example. 

Because of this and my "subversive background" they should not answer, ^klch is about 
the best they could do since they have not since been able to answer in any way or forum, 
certainly not when pushed to do it in court and many times in court. 

The citation for "subversive background" Is the Rosen-Beloach. of 6/l/66. That makes 
no such statement. 

Five pages headed "DETAILS " follow. 

The first graf has me saying what in essence I did say, that the FBI said two bullets 
struck JFK and a different one hit Connelly in GDI's accounting; that GDI does not mention 
the missed shot; and it states that the back bullet did not exit the body. It does not 
refute this. Rather does It say "The matter has been thoroughly covered by a separate 
memorandum," which it not attached and I suppose was not provided under PA. That memo also 
refers to the Post article, I recall nothing like it. 

Next the same misrepresentation about "evidence was not introduced as to the spectro- 
graphic analysis when 1 said the reports were not Introduced. They still have not been produced. 

Having said what I did not say as what I said and having picked a formulation that can 
be call d in error, because he says what I did not say is in error he also states that I 
am in error when I was not. 
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62-1 09090-Hot Seconded, Rosen-DeLoach 6/6/66, p,2 

Rosen against attributes error to me on the traces of tissue or -blood on Bullet 399- 
by saying 1 said what I did not say, could not have said because what I did was quote 
■^razier's testimony. He testified that there were traces of something he did not identify 
but not enough to interfere with his other examinations. I stated that he did not test 
to determine whether or not there were human residues. He confirmed in his 1977 deposition 
that he had not, that the book states it correctly. 

Rsoen has me stating ,! the the Laboratory expert testified that the bullet from 
Governor formally’ s (sic) stretcher had been wiped clean, (i went into great detail not 
to call it from that stretcher. )This is nbt true. The expert testified the bullet was 
clean when he received it and that no blood or tissue which would interfere with the 
firearms examination was present. (followed by citation of J razier, the same testinony 
1 cited. ;..„t ere was, in fact no blood or tissue on the bullet for such an examination when 
the evidence was received in the FBI Laboratory." 

(Choices; it had never been in a human body or it was cleansed perfectly.) 

He has what appears to be an odd formulation og the possibilities of testing pro- 
cedures in saying that 399 and the various fragments "do not possess characteristic 
compositions... which would permit their Mmt i figKtfrBM positive identification as frag- 
ments or smears of specific bullets." J 'his could not apply to 399, which is neither a 
fragment nor a smear. It could not apply to the curbstone, according to their records 
represented as complete because^ they detected only two of the nine core elements on it 
and none of the jacket metal. The question is never of "identification" that is "positive" 
and is sf a Sspecific" bullet. Rather is it a question of psssibility or impossibility. 
Dissimilar composition- not common source. Same composition, possible common source if 
all other conditions are met. He states it as wrong as possible, which is suspicious 
in itself. 

Bext I "was the subject of a separate memorandum, a copy of which is attached." 

It isn’t here. 

H. 5 refers to a "review" of W. Hot here, not provided under PA. Unless they mean 
other than a review when they say review, -which is not at all impossible. But he appears 
to be drawing upon something that is in sufficient detail for him to twist it around. He 
gets so involved in this that by his language Icriticise " the bullet and fragements 
, recovered, and the nature of the wounds of President Kennedy." Was I that critical? A,J y.ia y, 

With my conclusions he does represent accurately, p.6. Including "'Only Congress remains." 
Now that we have the House assassins I can t back out. Sven if I did not foresee them. 

Where he lacks any comment, even pro forma complaint, is in accurate quotation of my 
descriptions of the FBI's GDI . last graf p.6. I like the language as much now as in 1965. 

It ends with saying I want to start controversy and "expound his personal theories 
and deductions... aasxtksxhssk This book is full of errors and inconsistencies" he has managed 
not to quote once, which is not bad for the FBI. There is a recommendation not to [ respond 
to my letter "Due to the information contained in" the book (sic)and because of my;! 
alleged background. ' j 

They manage not to attach a copy of my letter so nobody can read what I did ' say. 
guess maybe they have a little shame. 




